COMPARISON OF DELIVERY SYSTEMS - ALL FIGURES BASED ON SFY |
Garfield 2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004 st 2002 - 2001 Comparison o fooat[2003- 2002 Comparison ot {2004 2003 Comparison
Q1L Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1L Q2 Q3 Q4 QL Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1L Q2 Q3 Q4| Average | Average | Average | Average |  Diff %Diff Diff %Diff Diff %Diff Diff %Diff Diff %Diff Diff %Diff
PHYSICIAN COUNT*
FFS 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 0| 0.0% -1] -16.7%j -1] -33.3% 0| 0.0%| 1] 50.0%| 0| 0.0%|
HO 4 3 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2| 2 2 2 2| 3 2 2 2| 1] 100.0%! -1| -30.0%) 0 0.0% 0| 14.3%| 0 0.0% 0 0.0%)
UMP 1 1 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 3 2 2| 200.0% 2| 140.0%) -1] -33.3% -1] -16.7%j 0| 0.0% 0| -15.6%)
PEBB 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2] 2 2 2 0| 1 2 2 2] 0. 0.0% 1| 60.0%) 0, 0.0% 0 0.0%)| -2|-100.0% -1| -25.0%)
CLIENT COUNT
FFS 36 40 84 80| 79 71 68| 66 72 71 75! 78| 90 91 91 91 60 71 74 91 -14| -17.5% 11) 18.5%) 12| 18.7% 3 4.3% 13| 16.6% 17) 22.9%
HO 109 96! 46! 45| 43 42! 43! 40| 41 32 22| 17, 14 13 11 8| 74 42! 28| 12 -5| -10.4% -32| -43.3%) -23| -56.7% -14| -32.8% -10| -55.8% -17| -58.6%
UMP 98 97 60 67| 66 68 55 64 60 63 68| 72 68| 70 83 82 81 63| 66 76 -3| -4.5% -17| -21.4% 8| 12.5% 3| 4.0%| 10| 13.9% 10| 15.2%)
PEBB 32 24 46! 46| 44 49! 47! 50 49 49 34/ 37] 35! 38 24 24 37 48 42| 30| 4 8.7% 11| 28.4% -13| -26.0% -5 -11.1%) -13| -34.2% -12| -28.2%)
RATIO
FFS 83.3 75.6 35.9 37.5 38.0 28.3 29.4 45.5 27.8 42.3 40.2 25.5) 22.2 22.0 32.8 35.3 33.9 27.5| 8.0| 21.2%| -22.8| -39.2%| -19.9| -43.8%| -1.4| -3.8% 7.3| 28.6% -6.5| -19.0%|
HO 36.8 31.1) 43.5 22.4] 23.3 47.6 46.9 50.0] 48.8 62.5 89.6! 115.4] 139.5; 150.0| 176.5] 41.9 79.1] 181.7] 27.6| 123.3% 8.5| 25.4% 65.4| 130.8%| 37.1| 88.5%| 145.5| 126.1%)| 102.7| 129.9%)
ump 10.2 10.3 33.3 14.9] 45.5 44.1 54.5] 46.9 50.0 47.6 29.4 27.ﬂ 34.3 30.2 241 47.7 38.7 28.2| 31.9] 214.1% 30.6| 177.7%j -19.1| -40.7%, -9.0| -18.9%| -3.4| -12.2% -10.5| -27.0%j
PEBB 31.3 41.7 21.7 43.5] 45.5 40.8 42.6 40.0] 40.8, 40.8, 58.8] 54.11 57.7 52.6) 82.2 42.2 48.6 48.1] -3.5 -8.0% 77| 22.2% 14.1) 35.1% 6.4 15.2% -54.1|-100.0% -0.5| -1.0%j
TOP QUARTILE**
FFS 50.0%)| 41.7%| 60.0%! 48.4%| 38.5%| 51.7%| 65.2%| 72.2%| 61.5%| 56.6% 54.0%) 61.9%| 69.4%| 53.2%| 60.5%| 62.7%| 50.0%| 56.9%| 58.5%| 61.5%] 23.8%| 49.3% 6.9%| 13.8%] -10.3%| -14.3% 1.6% 2.8% 0.8% 1.4% 3.0% 5.1%)
Comparison of Physician Counts Comparison of Client Counts
10 200
—s—FFS
--x--HO
8 H—a—UMP
~+-- PEBB 150
2
a
S 6 <
2 3 X
£ g 10
g 2
£ 49 X, S
<
/‘\.4.—. %
2 N
- ey
0 > 0
01‘02‘03‘04 QI‘QZ‘QS‘(M Ql‘QZ‘QG}‘QA QI‘QZ‘Q3‘Q4 QI‘QZ‘Q3‘Q4 QI‘QZ‘Qﬁ‘Q‘l QI‘QZ‘Qﬁ‘Q" QI‘QZ‘Q3‘Q4
2001 2002 2003 2004 2001 2002 2003 2004
Comparison of Ratios * COUNT is the unduplicated count of physicians andlor clients.
** RATIO is the number of active physicians per 1000 clients.
300 *** TOP QUARTILE is the percent of client visits provided by the top 25% of the most active physicians.
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